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DETAILED ACTION 
Status 

1. Claims 12-25 and 29-31 are currently pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 12-25 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289). 

With regards to claim 12, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches a 
method, implemented by a diagnostic device, for diagnosing functional faults of a 
functional architecture compris/ng functions for performing a service in a motorized 
vehicle and associated with sensors and actuators that produce and consume data, 
said method comprising: 

mapping, by said diagnostic device, said functions onto hardware architecture 
composed of hardware components (page 4, paragraph 0065) 

measuring, by said diagnostic device, a property of said physical object with at 
least one of said sensors so as to obtain raw data (Page 4, paragraph 0060) 

creating by said diagnostic device, a list of particular values, (Page1 1 , 
paragraph 0175) based on said raw data and corresponding to functional faults of the 
sensors and actuators(page 2, paragraph 0017, lines 14-15) are listed; 
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creating a list of particular values(Page1 1 , paragraph 0175) corresponding to 
functional states for said hardware components relative to a propagation of signals 
through said hardware architecture thereby indicating a state of propagation(flow) of an 
information stream relating to defects across the functions are listed; (Page1-2, 
paragraph 0009) 

formulating a functional diagnosis of the service based on the first and second 
lists of particular values; (Pagel 1, paragraph 0184)and 

recording the particular values and their propagation on a memory device(22) for 
a tool provided for validation of the architecture. (Pagel 1, paragraph 0184) 

With regards to claims 13 and 31, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches 
hardware architecture is an electronic architecture(Page 4, paragraph 0057) after 
formulating of said functional diagnostic, said method comprises a step of deducing an 
operational diagnosis of electronic architecture onto which said functions are mapped 
said electronic architecture comprising calculator, networks signal lines and connectors, 
(fig 17) 

With regards to claim 14, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches creating the 
lists of said particular values is performed after mapping of the functions onto the 
electronic architecture. (Pagel 1, paragraph 0175-0176) 

With regards to claim 15, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches the 
particular values are correspond to at least one of the following values: 
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cut bus; corrupted frame; short circuit applied to a wire; wrong contact applied to a 
connector of a strand, sensor, actuator or calculator; (page 5, paragraph 0067) and 
execution fault applied to a microcontroller. 

With regards to claim 16, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches an said 
operational diagnosis for the service, the functional particular values associated with 
sensors, actuators, and the method further comprising a step of listing functions 
executing the service for at least one data flow between two functions, or between a 
sensor and a function, or between a function and an actuator, for which no functional 
particular value is defined for the flow, if an operational particular value is defined, then 
a new functional particular value is automatically determined for this at least one data 
flow. (Pages 1 -2, Paragraph 009) 

With regards to claim 17, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches listing 
undiagnosed feared incidents are listed to construct an analysis of functional safety of 
the functional architecture. (Page 10, paragraph 0167-0168) 

With regards to claim 18, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches the 
particular values and feared incidents are listed according to the method, to deduce an 
analysis of functional safety of the resulting functional architecture, (fig 17-18) 

With regards to claim 19, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches the 
functional architecture comprises an architecture with which a vehicle can be equipped. 
(Page 1 1 , paragraph 0170) Whatever the engine is driving is being interpreted as the 
vehicle. 
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With regards to claim 20, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches an 
analyzing feasibility and/or susceptibility to failure of functioning of the architecture and 
of establishment of an output indicating the feasibility and/or susceptibility to failure. 
(PagelO, paragraph 0167) 

With regards to claim 21 , Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches a 
commercial article provided with a computer-readable memory, a program executable 
by a computer being recorded in the memory for diagnosis of functional faults of a 
functional architecture including function for performing a service in a motorized vehicle 
and associated with a sensor, the program including encoding for: 

mapping said functions on to a hardware architecture composed of hardware 
components; (page 4, paragraph 0065) 

measuring a property of said motorized vehicle with said sensors so as to obtain 
raw data(page 4, paragraph 0060) 

determining and listing particular values (Pagell, paragraph 0175) based on 
said raw data and corresponding to functional faults of sensors and actuators(page 2, 
paragraph 0017, lines 14-15) 

determining and listing particular values (Pagell, paragraph 0175) 
corresponding to functional states for said hardware components relative to a 
propagation of signals through said hardware architecture thereby indicating a state of 
propagation of information relating to these faults across the functional architecture; 
(Page1-2, paragraph 0009) 
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iii) forming the functional diagnosis of the service as a function of the lists 
obtained from the determining (i) and (ii); ((Page 5, paragraph 0070) and 

iv) recording the particular values and their propagation on a memory(20) (Page 5, 
paragraph 0080) 

With regards to claim 22, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches a data- 
processing tool programmed to perform the method for diagnosing functional faults of a 
functional architecture. (Page 5, paragraph 0072) 

With regards to claim 23, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches a data- 
processing tool comprising a commercial article (Page 5, paragraph 0072) 

With regards to claim 24, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches a particular 
values that permit propagation of said information relating to said functional faults of 
said sensors and actuators include a value associated with the presence of a 
connection fault (Page 5, paragraph 0106) between said sensors and actuators. (Page 
2, paragraph 0017) 

With regards to claim 25, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) teaches the 
connection fault is a short circuit formed by a wire (communication link) between said 

hardware components, (page 5, paragraph 0076) 

4. Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) discloses the claimed invention except for 
creating multiple lists. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to separate the list taught by Larsson et al. in order 
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to more easily process the data, since it has been held that constructing a formerly 
integral structure in various elements involves only routine skill in the art. 

Nerwin v. Eriichman, 168 USPQ 177, 179. 

5. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Larsson 
et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) in view of Breed (USPN 2008/0216567) 

With regards to claim 30, Larsson et al. (USPN 2004/0133289) does not appear 
to teach a wheel speed sensor for a vehicle. 

With regards to claim 30, Breed (USPN 2008/0216567) teaches a wheel speed 
sensorfor a vehicle. (Page 10, paragraph 0259) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to determine the wheel speed in order to insure optimal wheel 
performance. 

The breed reference is directed to diagnosing a wheel and the Larsson reference 
is directed to diagnosing a flow system. Both are directed to diagnosing functional 
architecture. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 12-25 and 30-31 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant is reminded that during patent examination, the pending claims must 
be "given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." 
Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution, and 
broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued. 



Application/Control Number: 10/539,128 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2863 

will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 
162 USPQ 541, 550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

While the meaning of claims of issued patents are interpreted in light of the 
specification, prosecution history, prior art and other claims, this is not the mode of 
claim interpretation to be applied during examination. During examination, the claims 
must be interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allowed. This means that the 
words of the claim must be given their plain meaning unless applicant has provided a 
clear definition in the specification. In re Zletz, 893 F.2d 319, 321, 13 USPQ2d 1320, 
1322 (Fed.Cir. 1989). 

In this instance applicant argues that the prior art of record does not teach 
performing the claimed method in a motorized vehicle. Applicant also argues that the 
amended claims overcome the USC 101 rejection. 

Applicant's amendments/arguments directed towards the 35 USC 101 rejection is 
found to be persuasive and the rejection has been withdrawn. 

Merriam-Webster's online dictionary defines the term vehicle as means for 
carrying or transporting something. 

Clearly, Larson reference is carrying a liquid or a gas. Figure 17 & (Page 1 1 , 
paragraph 0170) of the Larson reference teaches an engine and a pump. It is well 
known in the art that the terms motor and engine are synonymous. Thus it is believed 

that it is within reasonable interpretation to conclude that the term motorized vehicle 
reads on the prior art of record and the rejection is deemed proper. 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of tine extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aditya S. Bhat whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2270. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9-5:30. 

9. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Drew Dunn can be reached on 571-272-2312. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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10. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Aditya Bhat/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2863 
July 28, 2009 



